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REMARKS 

The ait rejections remain respeclfully truvcrscd. The prior arfiuinents are incorporated by 
reference and supplemented a*; ibllows. Again, because the references are complex, Applicants 
will only address the portions cited by the Examiner. 

Cllaims 1 & 19 

Claim 1 recites a user inltirracc. 'i'he mterface comprises a display screen ha\>ins first 
and second resigns . The lirsl region displays a rating derived iVom a previously defined profile. 
The second region displays preferences settings which were used to derive the raling. 

Against the first region, the Examiner ciles col. 6, lines 3-56 of Lcminons. This text is 
assi^ciatcd witli the flow chart of Fig. 2 of Lemmons. This How chart allows a user to choose 
display criteria. This flow chart fails to teach or suggest displaying a rating derived jfrom a from 
these display criteria. It is not clear from thi?> (lowchart how the results of the display criteria 
will be presented in a user interface at alK Accordmgly, there is no teaching or suggestion of the 
claimed region of a display screen. 

Against the second region, the Examiner cites u>l. 7^ lines 23*53. This section refers to 
Figures 4 and 5. These figures do show user interfaces, but they are only user mterfaces for 
gathering information firom the user. Tliis is the same information referred to Figure 2, namely 
choices ol" display criteria. Ratuigs derived from the display criteria are not displayed. 

Accordingly, both portions of I .emmons pointed to by tlie Examiner relate to gathering 
display criteria. Neither section relates to display of a rating based on a profile. Ultimately, 
Iherc may be a rating hiLscd on the criteria specified in accordance with Lemroon's figures 2, 4^ 
and 5; BUT there is no teaching or suggestion that such a rating will be displayed togetlicr with 
the criteria used to form the rating. 
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Moreover ihcrc is no teaching or suggestion that the portions orLemmons cited by the 
Examiner relate to first and second regions of a display screen. 

Accordingly, Applicants respeclfally submit that Lcmmons fails to teach or .suggest the 
claimed first and second regions, contrary to the assertions of the Examiner. 

The Examiner admits tliat T-cmmons fails to teach or sugg^est changing preference settings 
if the rating derived by the profile is incorrect. For this assertion, he cites Her/, col. 13, lines 53- 
67. However, this section of Her/ only relates to changing prelcrence settings. The preference 
settuigs are not changed if the rating derived by a profile is incorrect. They are simply changed 
tor good measure on the assumptitm that preferences will chiinge over time. Accordingly, Herz 
fails to stand for the proposition that the Examiner cites it for. 

Applicants therefore rcspcctfially submit that the Examiner has liiiled to present a prima 
facie case against claim 1 . 

Claim 1 9 IS analogou.^ to claim 1 in those reepecbj. 

Claim s 4 & 22 

Claim 4 depends irom claim 1 and recites a third region of the display screen. The third 
region displays a rating derived from a previously defined second profile. 

Against this recitation, the Examiner cites column 9 of Lcmmons. This section ()f 
Lemmons cxplai)is gathering further information from the aser regarding display criteria, Si)me 
information is also gathered regarding display colors. As far as Applicants can tell from reading 
this text, it appears that uliimatciy the user interface that displays the ratings wiU be a list of 
programs with ratings and colors. There is no teaching or suggestion that that interfiice will have 
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a display screen with three regions as claiined; much less 3 rc^ons with first and second ratings 
and preference settings itsed to establish the lirst rating, respectively- 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit ihal the lixamincr has failed to present a 
prima facie case against claim 4. 

ClaiiD 22 is analogous to claim 4. 

Claims 5 & 23 

This claim depends from claim 4 and rccite^j that the profile is an explicit-based 
preference profile and the second profile i» an implicit-based preference profile. 

Against this recitation, the Examiner cites column 10, lines 9-67 of Lcnxmons. This 
section allows for profiles from different users U) be displayed simultaneously. Applicants are 
imable to find any teaching or suggestion that one of the profiles displayed would be implieit- 
based and another would be cxpUcit-baMcd. The multiply displayed profiles might perfectly well 
be all explicit-based or all implicit-based. What is different about them is that they relate to 
different users, not that they were derived according to different methods. 

Claim 23 is analogous to claim 5. 

Cl aims 6 & 24 & 3 0 

This claim depends from elahn 4 and recites a fourth region of the display screen. The 
fourth region displays preference setlitigs in the second profile which were used to derive the 
rating. 
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'l'h«? Kxairmier tails to indicate what allegedly is the fourlh region of the display screen in 
the relercnce. However since the rejections of tlic prior claims failed U> teach or suggest three 



Claim 24 is anaiogoiLs to claim 6. 

Claim 30 distinguishes over the references even more clearly than claim 6, because it 
clarilies that the first and second profile both relate to the same user, unlike the cited portion of 
the reference where the profiles relate to ditTercnt users. 



Claim 1 0 difiers from the other independent claims in that it does not recite regions ol'a 
display screen. However, Jikc claim 1 , claim J 0 recites dtsplaymg a rating deri ved from a 
previously defined preference profile, displaying preference settings in the profile which were 
used U) derive the rating, and enabling the xxser to change at least one of the pretbrcnce settings. 

As explained before, Herx and Lemmons allow the user to change prelbrence settings, but 
docs not display a rating and preference settings from which the rating was derived. 

O ffice action- page 3 , paragra ph,? 

In the claim langucige, tlie term "rating" is explicitly limited u> a rating derived from a 
profile (per independent claims 1, 10, & 19). Against this recitation ofrating, in section 3 of the 
Office Action, the lixamincr cites portions of Lemmons relating to ratings that do not come frtmi 
a profile. Insteiid they come ftom the hroaxlcastcr and arc based on Htandords ofchild-Kuiiablc 
content or types of prugranmaing. This type of rating fails to teach or suggest a rating as defined 
in the claims. 
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Office Action pa f/e 6. paragraph 1 

In this paragraph, the Examiner cites first and second regions in J .emmons, but as 
explained beibrc, Lemmons fails lo teach or suggest a display screen with first and second 
regions. In the second sentence of this paragraph, the ExamineT appears to admit that the claim 
is not taught or suggested by the references and concludes without support in the reference that it 
is obvious. The conclusion lacks support, becaasc the Telercnce — at least as cited by Die 
Examiner — fails to teach or suggest the proposition for which the Kxaminer cites it. The 
Examiner mentions, at the end of a piirograph, a hmctional advantage of a system as claimed. 
However this fixnctional advantage not taught or tjuggcsted by the references. It can only be 
derived from impermissiWe hindsight in view of Applicants' disclosure. 

Paae6ofthe oflice a ction, seco nd paraCT aph 

The portion of Her/, cited here by the Examiner allows the user to change a rating; 
however, this docs not teach or suggest allowing a user to change a preference setting used to 
derive the rating. 

P ape 7. second paragraph 

The portion of Lemmons cited here by the Examiner relates to a third approach. A third 
approach fails to teach or suggest a third region of a display screen. The third approach is an 
aUermitivc. lliree regions of a display screen are displayed simullancously. 

Even ifthis section ol'Ix^nunons may hypothcticuHy be interpreted a» allowing the user lo 
change preference settings — however of there is no display of a rating derived from those 
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preference seltLngs on the screen at tlie time the preference settings arc being changed. 
Accordingly, this section iA' Lemmons fails to teach or suggest the claimed invention. 

BottpmoliageJ^ 

As dtsciusscd above, these muiliple prolilcs relate to dilTcrcnt itsers. There is no teaching 
or suggestion in the text quoted by Ihc Examiner lhat one profile it is explicit -based and another 
implicil-hased. 

Se ction six of the oflicc a cticm 

Applicants rcspecU^ully submit thai the Exiuniner has out of date address mformation. 

I he Examiner's other rejections antVor points of argument not addressed would appear to 
be moot In view of the foregoing. NcverthelesH, Applicants reserve the right to respond to those 
rejections and arguments and to advance additional arguments at a later dale. 

Please charge any fees other than the issue fee to deposit account 14-127iK Please 
credit any overpayments to the same account 
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Applicants respectfully submit that they have answered each issue raised by the Examiner 
and that the application is accordmgly in condition Jot allowance. Allowance is therefore 
respectfully requested. 



c rRTlnrATT OF M AILING 
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Respectfiilly submitted. 
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